February 18, 2011
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

You are invited to submit a proposal to provide assistance to the San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority
to complete a public opinion survey and revenue measure feasibility analysis to determine the public’s
level of support for bay restoration efforts and to determine which kinds of programs receive the most
voter support. We are requesting proposals for these services as more fully described in the Services
Required section below. Electronic proposals are due in our office no later than March 14, 2011 at
the close of business, 5:00 P.M.

The San Francisco Bay Restoration Authority (hereinafter “Authority”) was established in August 2008
by the California State Legislature through Assembly Bill 2954 as a regional entity to generate and
allocate resources for the protection and enhancement of tidal wetlands and other wildlife habitat in and
surrounding the San Francisco Bay (http://www.sfbayrestore.org/index.html). The Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) and the Authority have overlapping goals regarding marsh restoration along
the San Francisco Bay shoreline and ABAG acts as interim managing staff and fiscal agent for the
Authority. Therefore, any contract resulting from this solicitation will be negotiated and administered by
ABAG. The State Coastal Conservancy is also providing staff for the Authority. The Governing Board of
the Authority accepted a grant from the San Francisco Foundation and the Packard Foundation to fund
this work. Up to $67,000 is available for this Phase 1l Survey.

Background
The Authority is charged with restoring the San Francisco Bay’s critical tidal wetlands by generating

dedicated funding, and then distributing this funding to eligible organizations for specific projects and
programs. The Authority’s mission is to formulate a strategy for raising local revenues for project
implementation and to leverage Federal and State funding.

The Authority conducted an opinion research survey (August 10-18, 2010) to gain initial guidance on
how to structure a local funding measure to raise revenues. Telephone interviews were conducted with
1,202 voters in the nine-county Bay Area likely to cast ballots in November 2012. Geographic quotas
were assigned to ensure adequate representation of sub-regions. Results were statistically weighted to
reflect the true geographic distribution of Bay Area voters. A summary of Phase | findings are included
in Attachment A. The following key findings were determined in the first round of polling:

e Voters continue to view the Bay as an enormously important asset for the region, and central to
their quality of life. Most voters at least occasionally visit the Bay for recreation.

e Less than half of voters view the Bay as being in “good” condition, and there has been a slight
increase since 2004 in the proportion concerned about its condition.

e These factors likely underlie voters’ strong majority support for a ballot measure to finance
restoration of the Bay — despite the fact that unemployment and economic issues are voters’ top
concerns.

e While both a parcel tax and sales tax receive majority support, a parcel tax appears more likely to
reach the required two-thirds supermajority threshold. Parcel tax was tested at $5 intervals
between the values of $5 - $25, with 2 thirds majority achieved at $15 and lower.

e Voters place a higher priority on funding the most effective projects to improve the Bay, over
funding projects in their specific county.

e The specific length of a sunset provision does not appear critical to the measure’s success.

Objectives of Phase 11 Study

The phase Il study should be designed to develop an overall strategy and timeline for moving forward
with a parcel tax ballot measure that might meet with voter approval at the two-thirds level. Key items to



be determined in the survey include parcel tax amount, geographic scope, alternatives for portraying what
will be funded, and what type of other special provisions should be included (i.e. sunset provision, senior
exemption, etc.).

The Phase Il effort will provide a public opinion survey designed to:

(1) Test different versions of a parcel tax ballot measure for wetland restoration, including
different dollar amounts per parcel ($5-$20), residential versus commercial, single versus
multi-family, and possible inclusion of an inflation adjustment.

(2) Test different content for a parcel tax ballot measure.

(3) Determine what kind of auditing and accountability language provide the greatest support for a
parcel tax (i.e. inclusion of an oversight committee).

(4) Determine if there is more or less support for a parcel tax if it is accompanied by a project list,
or map, or eligibility criteria, or some other means of allocating funds.

(5) Determine if inclusion of a senior exemption or a sunset clause impacts support for the parcel
tax. (Phase | determined that the length of the sunset provision did not make a difference).

(6) Determine the geographic scope of the measure by comparing support in portions of the
counties that are further away from the bay versus portions that are bayside.

Services Required

(1) Formulate a voter survey and focus group strategy in consultation with the Authority, Polling
Subcommittee, and ABAG and State Coastal Conservancy staff.

(2) Administer survey and any agreed upon focus group strategy.

(3) Prepare analysis of survey results, including key findings and present to the Polling
Subcommittee, the Authority, and Advisory committee (probably in separate meetings).

Proposal Components

(1) The proposal should provide pricing at various opinion sample sizes and describe the
differences those sizes make in terms of precision and the ability to segment the results by
geography or any other demographic.

(2) The proposal may provide pricing for alternative survey instruments, i.e. services additional to
the 6 “baseline” items listed above and describe the advantages afforded by these alternatives.

(3) The proposal should price options for conducting one or more focus groups.

Time Frame
The work should be completed by July 31, 2011.

Compensation
Up to $67,000 is available for this work. The Contractor must be an independent contractor. No benefits

are provided. Contractor is responsible for payment of applicable state and federal taxes. Contractor
must provide the necessary equipment to perform required work.

Selection Procedure
Every proposal will be evaluated according to the criteria below.

1) Qualifications and Experience - The Contractor will be evaluated based on the level of experience and
background in performance of similar projects. Qualifications should include expertise in the following:

e Public opinion research

e Revenue measure formation services including assessment districts, parcel taxes

e Developing financial feasibility studies




2) Proposal - The Contractor will be evaluated based on the adequacy of the submitted approach to
complete the public opinion survey and revenue measure feasibility analysis as outlined in this Request
for Proposal.

3) Cost

Additional Requirements:
e Proposals must respond to all the requirements of the RFP, and must include all information
specifically required in all sections of the RFP.
e Award of contract may not be made to any Contractor unless an agreement can be secured for
all general and special contract provisions.
o Award will not be made to a Contractor whose proposed period of performance is not within a
period of time acceptable to the Authority.

Contract Award

Contract award shall be made to the responsible Contractor whose proposal is most advantageous to
ABAG and the Authority, evaluation factors, costs, and other factors, considered. Our objective is to
obtain the highest qualified contractor to achieve the objectives within a realistic time frame and
reasonable cost. Qualifications and experience as a whole are more important than cost.

This RFP does not commit ABAG to award a contract. We reserve the right to reject any or all proposals
received in response to this request.

Applications
We invite individuals and organizations to work with us. The contract funded by this RFP is expected to

start April 1, 2011.

What to Submit
To provide an objective, fair review of all proposals, the submittals are to include only the following
information:

1) Transmittal Letter - Normal transmittal letter, covering highlights and unique features of your
proposal. Any special terms and conditions of the offer should also be summarized in this portion
of the proposal. Letter should include your office address.

Length: One (1) page maximum.

2) Statement of Work - Provide a definitive proposal to accomplish the requirements as stated in this
RFP. This must describe in detail the procedures and methods that will be used to achieve the
stated goals of the project, preferably drawing on past experience/ work conducted by the
applicant. A proposed timeline and clear delineation of general tasks, products, and expected
completion dates must also be included.

Length: Four (4) pages maximum.

3) Relevant Experiences - Provide a summary of relevant experience over the last 5 years.
Length: Two (2) page maximum.

4) List of Client References - Provide a list of clients to be used as references for your work,
including contact name, address, telephone number, nature of job, length of engagement, amount
(e.g. 1 year, $ 30,000).

Length: One (1) page maximum.

5) Budget - Must include total funds requested and amount budgeted per task. Provide
billing rates for project personnel and any subcontractors, including overhead, other direct or out



of pocket costs should be called out in the budget.
Length: One (1) page maximum.

6) Examples of Work - Provide one or two examples of comparable survey work that clearly
demonstrate your expertise.

We require an electronic copy of your proposal package sent to Karen McDowell at

kmcdowell@waterboards.ca.gov. Proposals are due no later than March 14, 2011 at the close of
business, 5:00 P.M.

Questions may be directed to Karen McDowell at (510) 622-2398.




Attachment A

pe yfﬁnn Francisco Bay

Restoration Authority

Support for Funding the
Restoration of San
Francisco Bay

MEXICO CITY

Methodology

= Telephone interviews with 1,202 voters in the nine-
county Bay Area likely to cast ballots in November
2012

= Geographic quotas assigned to ensure adequate
representation of sub-regions

= Results statistically weighted to reflect the true
geographic distribution of Bay Area voters

= Interviews conducted August 10-18, 2010
= Margin of sampling error of +/- 2.8%

= Results tracked from prior research where applicable

Key Findings

Voters continue to view the Bay as an enormously important asset for
the region, and central to their quality of life. Most voters at least
occasionally visit the Bay for recreation.

Less than half of voters view the Bay as being in “good” condition, and
there has been a slight increase since 2004 in the proportion concerned
about its condition.

These factors likely underlie voters’ strong majority support for a ballot
measure to finance restoration of the Bay — despite the fact that
unemployment and economic issues are voters' top concerns.

While both a parcel tax and sales tax receive majority support, a parcel
tax appears more likely to reach the required two-thirds supermajority
threshold.

At the same time, the margin of support for such a measure is slim;

extensive coalition-building and public education will likely be essential
for enhancing a measure’s chances of success.

Mood of the Electorate
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Heriseskon

Perceptions of the region’s
direction remain mixed.
Do you feel things in the Bay Area are generally going in the right
direction or are they off on the wrong track?

B Right Direction BWrong Track O DK/INA

2010

2006

are ey off 0

Voters offer largely positive
opinions of local public agencies
and of Save the Bay.

B Total Favorable B Total Unfavorable B NHO/CR

Your local mayor

The Board of Supervisors in your County

Save the Bay

The San Francisco Bay Restoration
Authority

11y0u have never heard

4
ofone, please st Say S0, “N-1080
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The state budget deficit, Pollution in the Bay is the top-ranking
unemployment and government ez " environmental concern.
waste are top voter concerns. | B EctSer. @Very Ser, 3. Ser. @Not ToofNot At All Ser. BDKINA

The amount of taxes people pay to local
government

(Ranked by % Extremely Serious)

WExt.Ser. BVery Ser. DS.W. Ser. BNot Too/Not At Al Ser. T DKINA

2010 24%

The state budget deficit 64% E The amount you pay in property taxes 2000
% [

Unemployment 57% M 2010

_ Overall levels of pollution in the San

Francisco Ba) 2004

Government waste and mismanagement 47% 7%! Yy 2000
Too much government spending 4. 15% piuz

Loss of fish and wildlife habitat
L Loss of open space to development

Pollution of the San Francisco Bay from storm
drain and urban runoff

The condition of the Bay Area economy

o 20% % 0% B0% 100%
9.1 you alistof a d ke you biem you Bay Area 9.1m going o read you a st o ssues, and I ke you Please tellme i
or Spit Sample 6 ‘Spi Sample 7

Most conservation related issues are
considered lower-tier concerns.

WExt.Ser. B Very Ser. OS.W. Ser. B Not Too/Not At All Ser. T DKINA

Demographics of Concern
About Flooding

2010
The quality of drinking water 3833 = Overall, flooding is a lower-level concern for most
voters in the region.
2010
Loss of wetlands {gggg = There is no major subgroup where more than one-
third of voters rate flooding as an “extremely” or
Loss of tidal marshes {28[1,8 “very serious” concern.
The condition of parks and _J 2010 3500 = Concern tends to be highest in Marin County (33%
recreational areas 2000 T21% | 6% NPT “extremely/very serious”) and Solano County

(30%), among voters with no more than a high
school education (31%), among Republican
women (29%) and among independents age 50 and
older (29%).

shoreline around San Francisco Bay < 2000

*The overall condition of the 2010
nearest where you live | 2004

Flooding

s ke you
avery b f

Bay Avea_ Please tellme f you hink i s an exremely serous problem,
el

Most voters have at least some
occasional contact with the Bay.

{nxc X
| I (Ranked by % Frequently Visit for Pleasure or Recreation)

B Freq. Visit B Occas. Visit B Never Visit/DK/NA

The San Francisco Bay

Perceptl 0 n S Of th e Parks near your area of the Bay shoreline
San FranC|SCO Bay Ocean beaches

Marinas along your area of the Bay

Pt -m'* Local creeks and Bay shoreline trails

20, fm going to mention some places that people might go for pleasure o recreaton. For each ane | mention, please tellme whether ha is  place you vist requenty, on occasion, or
of never. The fest one is 1




Attachment A

Assessments of the Bay’s condition
have worsened somewhat since 2004.

2004 2010

Total Total
Excellent §4% 3%

Excellent, Excellent/

J . Good Good
Goo 43%| 470, 40%) 430

: Total Total
Just fair 32% X 43%
*|Just Fair/ F s Just Falir
Poor Poor
Poor 13% Y
° 45% 0% 53%

DK/NA ]8% }4%

know, 12

However, a slim plurality feels it will get
better in the next five years.

Do you expect the condition of the San Francisco Bay to get
better or worse in the next five years?

Much better ﬁ 10% Total
o Better
Somewhat better 29%| 390y
Somewhat worse 26% Total
Worse
Much worse 5% 31%
No Difference 23%
Don't know 7%
o 20 a0
11,00 you expect e condion o the San FranciscoBay 10 ge bt orvorse i th nex e years? 1

Much better ilo% Total

Better
Somewhat better 23%) 339% 16%) 29%

Somewhat worse 3200 Total 31%| Total 26%| Total
Worse Worse Worse
Much worse 19% 51% 16% 47% 5% 31%

No Difference j&% 17%
Don'tknow j&% ]7% ]7%
o

Voters have become less
pessimistic about the future of the
Bay over the last decade.

Do you expect the condition of the San Francisco Bay to get
better or worse in the next five years?

2000 2004 2010

i 13% | Total i 10% Total

Better Better

29%) 39%

23%

2 aow 6% BON%  20%  40% 6%  BOWD%  20%  40% 6%  80%

or vorse i he next five years? 14

[

for wetlands restoration if | knew more
about the benefits of restoring the

I would be willing to pay more in taxes{
wetlands around San Francisco Bay

We need better public access to the
San Francisco Bay so more people{

Only those people and businesses
that are located right along the Bay, or 2010
have a view of the Bay, really benefit | 5005 30}

Despite a challenging economy, many would still
be willing to pay more in taxes for restoration, if
they knew more about its benefits.

BStg. Agree BIS.W. Agree 0'S.W. Disagree B Strng. Disagree @ DK/NA

2010
2006

2010

an enjoy everything that it has to

2006
offer

Being close to the Bay is a major (2010
reason why | have chosen to live
where | live (2004 38%

from it

12. 1m gaing

14 ke you

Voters continue to value the
contributions the Bay makes to the
economy and quality of life in the area.
(Ranked by % Strongly Agree)

mStg. Agree B'S.W. Agree OS.W. Disagree BStrng. Disagree O DKINA

It is important for the region’s {010

{1x tes
| .

economy to have a clean, healthy and

vibrant San Francisco Bay (2006 74%
The presence of the Bay increases the (919 57%
value of homes throughout the Bay
Area (2004

San Francisco Bay is very important to | 2010
my quality of life 2004

Taking care of the San Francisco Bay J 2010
is a government responsibility | 5o0g

12 m disagree. Splt Sampie 15

Information about the condition of fish
in the Bay sparks serious concerns.

(Ranked by % Extremely Concerned)

B Ext. Conc. BVery Conc. ©S.W. Conc. B Not Too Conc./DKINA

All fish sampled from the Bay have been contaminated
with harmful chemicals like PCBs, mercury and
pesticides.

Many fish that are caught in the Bay are not safe to eat.

Many species of fish, birds, and other wildlife that live in
San Francisco Bay are dramatically declining.

Today, only 5% of the Bay's original wetlands remain and
the Bay is threatened everyday by pollution and spraw!
.

Native non-bottom feeder fish populations in the Bay
have declined by 92% in some parts of the bay, leading to
acollapse of commercial and recreational fishing.

85% of the original marsh around the San Francisco Bay
either no longer exists or has been developed.

15 very concerned, somevhat
concerned or ol 00 concerne 17
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Demographics of Concern
About Fish Contamination

| TR

= All major subgroups of the regional electorate rank at least
one issue related to the contamination of fish among their
top two concerns.

= The only partisan differences on the issue are ones of
degree: at least three out of four Democrats and
independents say they are “very concerned” about both
items related to contamination of fish; among Republicans,
the figure is three out of five.

= There are only minor differences in concern along lines of
age, gender, ethnicity, education, homeownership, and
geography.

= Those who use the Bay at least occasionally for recreation
are somewhat more concerned than those who never do.

Support for a Potential
Bay Restoration
Finance Measure

Question Methodology

= All voters were asked about two potential funding
mechanisms:

* A $25 parcel tax measure
* A Yicent sales tax measure
= Half the sample was asked about the parcel tax first

= The other half was asked about the sales tax measure
first

= All voters were asked about a benefit assessment
structure as an immediate follow-up to the parcel tax
question

The San Francisco Bay Water Quality and
Wildlife Habitat Restoration Measure.

To improve water quality in the San Francisco
Bay, protect endangered wildlife, increase flood
protection for Bay Area communities, restore
shoreline, wetlands, marshes and related
habitat and expand parks and public access to
the Bay, shall a $25 annual parcel tax be levied
on property owners for

(Half Sample)
10 years, with senior exemptions, annual
independent audits and citizen oversight of all
expenditures?

(Half Sample)
20 years, with senior exemptions, annual
independent audits and citizen oversight of all
expenditures?

Ballot Language Tested

The San Francisco Bay Water Quality and
Wildlife Habitat Restoration Measure.

To improve water quality in the San Francisco
Bay, protect endangered fish and wildlife,
increase flood protection for Bay Area
communities, restore shoreline, wetlands,
marshes and related habitat and expand parks
and public access to the Bay, shall the County
sales tax be increased by ¥ cent for

(Half Sample)
10 years, with annual independent audits and
citizen oversight of all expenditures?

(Half Sample)
20 years, with annual independent audits and
citizen oversight of all expenditures?

Both measures initially obtain majority support,
but only the parcel tax approaches two-thirds.

| .

Y-Cent Sales Tax
When Presented 1st

izg% Total

Yes

27% 56%

$25 Parcel Tax When
Presented 1st

Definitely yes ias% Total
Yes
Probably/Lean yes 30% 65%

Lean/Probably no 12% | Total 14% Total
No No
Definitely no 19% | 31% 26% 40%
Undecided ]4% ]4%

S/ Heard Firs, I 0 10 oppose 17 (Heard Frs) 22

Heard First

$25 Parcel Tax Heard Second

Combined

Heard First
Vs Cent Sales Tax Heard Second

Combined

As expected, each measure receives
lower support when introduced as a
follow-up to the other.

B Total Yes B Total No O Undecided

S/ Heard Frst would you

1010 oppose 17 23
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Message From Supporters

| EETE

Supporters of the measure say the San Francisco Bay is an
important part of the natural beauty and unique quality of life
we enjoy in the bay area. They say that if we do not act now
to protect the bay, our children and grandchildren will not be
able to enjoy recreational opportunities and the bay’s natural
beauty like we do today. Supporters point out that this
measure will help restore wetlands and other natural habitat
that help filter toxins and prevent shoreline erosion, keeping
our water clean and helping to prevent floods.

Restoring these wetlands has the added benefit of protecting
dozens of species of plants, animals, birds and fish. This
measure will also bring in state and federal matching funds to
the Bay Area that would otherwise go to other communities
and projects.

Support for the sales tax measure
never approaches two-thirds.

—Total Yes —Total No Undecided

o 56% 59% 57%
as%
41%
a0 40% 39%
15%
4% 2% 2%
Initial Vote After Supportive t | After Opp
Total Yes 56% 59% 57%
Total No 40% 39% 41%
U 4% 2% 2%

8/17/10. Heard Firsf the vote on s measure were held day, would you vote yes n favor of ths measure or 10 0 0ppose 2 26

Patterns of Support for
a Potential Parcel Tax

B

: Message From Opponents
| TR

Opponents of a tax measure to restore the San Francisco
Bay say that with the economy still in deep recession we
simply cannot afford any increase in taxes to improve
the bay. They also say that overall, the bay is in fairly
good condition and additional restoration is more of a
luxury. At a time when vital services are being cut and
we are facing massive state and local budget deficits,
there are more important priorities for our tax dollars
than the bay - including schools, public safety and
roads. They say government cannot be trusted to
manage any additional tax dollars, and any funds from
this measure would simply be mismanaged and wasted.

Support for the parcel tax measure
reaches two-thirds after the messages.

—Total Yes —Total No Undecided

o 65% 68% 67%

oo \ The “definite
yes” vote rises
from 35% to 43%.

31% 30% 32%
15%
4% 1% 2%
Initial Vote After Supportive After Op
Total Yes 65% 68% 67%
Total No 31% 30% 32%
Undecided 4% 1% 2%

5/16/18. Heard Frsi-If he vote on his measure were hld 1002y, would you vote yes n favor o s measure o 1010 0ppose 2 27,

Democrats are among the
measure’s strongest supporters.

Party Registration

B Total Yes M Total No O Undecided

S
3

9% of Democrat Republican DTS/Other
sample (53%) (21%) (26%)

5. Heard Firs, I he vote on this measture were hed today, would you vote yes n favo ofihis measure o 10 0 0ppose 7 2
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Renters offer higher levels of
support than property owners.

Residence

ETotal Yes MTotal No OUndecided

S N
el
5
0%
o g
& Y
&
20%
X X
~ ~

%of Own Rent
Sample (75%) (24%)
5. Head s he oo 30

Lower parcel tax amounts engender
higher levels of support.

(Among Respondents Who Heard the Parcel Tax Measure First)

HYes BNo O Undecided

$25

$20

$15

$10

$5

o 200 e 0% B0% 100%

6. (Spit Sample C) Wht f he measure |justdescribed were for instead of $25. Intha case, would you vote yes n favor of L0r 10 0 0ppose 2 32

There is no clear advantage from using
a benefit assessment methodology.

| .

Suppose you knew that instead of a tax that would levy the same amount on every parcel, the
amount of the tax would vary based on how close properties are to the Bay, so those closer to
the Bay would pay more and those farther away would pay less. If that were the case, would
you be more or less likely to support a tax measure to protect and restore the Bay?

Much more likely ﬁ 19% Total
More Likely
Somewhat more likely 14% 33%
Somewhat less likely 9% TOI?'
. Less Likely
Much less likely 27% 36%
Makes no difference 29%
DK/NA ]2%
o 20 o oo

7 instead of a the amount of 50 those closer to

Support for the parcel tax is
highest in the East Bay and San
Francisco Peninsula.
Region

B Total Yes M Total No O Undecided

| TR

R
©

North Bay East Bay San Francisco South Bay
9% of Peninsula
Sample (20%) (36%) (22%) (22%)
5. Heard st oppose 2

Initial support is statistically
equal for a measure with a 10-
year or 20-year sunset.

10 Year Sunset/20 Year Sunset

B Total Yes B Total No O Undecided

o of 10 Year Sunset 20 Year Sunset
sample (50%) (50%)

5. Heard Fist. I the vote on tis measure were held foday, would you vote yes i favorof s measure or o 1o 0ppose t?

Voters place a higher priority on
funding the most effective projects
to improve the Bay than on funding

projects in their specific county.

{ix 2

| .

It does not matter to me if revenues generated by this

to the most effective projects to improve the Bay.

OR
I only want revenues raised in my county to be spent on
Bay restoration projects specifically in my county; | do

9
not think they should be spent in a different part of the 29%
Bay Area.
Both/Neither/DK/NA 13%
o 2 % %

measure are spent in my county, as long as funding goes 58%

14 ' »
ell me which satement comes closest 10 your own 0pion, even il eithr of e statements maches your s exacty.
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Projects related to water quality,
fish and wildlife emerge as the

¢ ¥ . . s .
| highest voter priorities for funding.
(Ranked by % Extremely Important)
 Ext. Impt. B Very Impt. 0 S.W. Impt. B Not Impt/DK/NA
“Reducing levels of pollution in the Bay 43% 37% 5“»
*Improving water quality in the Bay 39% 10%
*Protecting endangered fish and wildlife 38%

*Protecting migrating birds like shorebirds and
@A ducks RO %% | 2% [

“Protecting habitat for endangered fish and

wildlife A 40% 229% )
"Restoring wetlands that provide flood o _ s ”
protection 26& 36% 14%

*Restoring Bay wetlands 26% 33% 28%

*Increasing flood protection for Bay area
communities

26% 31%

% 20% o 0% 0% 100%
13. 1 am going (0 read you a st of specifc projects that might be unded thraugh this measure. oran,
very mportant somenhal mportan, o not mportant * (SPLIT SAMPLE A ONLY)“10 years, “(spLT saMpLE 8
ONLY) 20 yoars,
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Projects related to recreational
opportunities rank as lower priorities.

 Ext. Impt. @ Very Impt. & S.W. Impt. B Not Impt./DK/NA

*Restoring shoreline 25% 12%

“Restoring land surrounding the Bay shoreline
to its natural habitat

"Dealing with the impact of sea level rise on
the Bay shoreline from climate change

*Protecting against sea level rise
“Restoring tidal marshes

“Restoring the Bay for recreational fishing

*Opening new areas around the Bay shoreline
for swimming, boating, hiking, biking, wildlife
viewing and other recreational activities
“Opening new areas as parks and open space
for public use around the Bay shoreline

% £ 0% 0% 0% 100%
13. 1 am going (0 read you a s of specilc projects that migh be unded trough tis measure. dremely mportant,
very mportant, somewhat mportant, oot mportant * (SPLIT SAMPLE A OKLY)“10 years, wih (spLT SapLE s
ONLY) 20 years. :
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Conclusions

| .

= Voters continue to place enormous value on the Bay, but are highly
concerned about the condition of the economy.

= While a regional sales tax does not appear likely to reach two-thirds
supermajority support at this time, a parcel tax has the potential to do so
under the following conditions:

v Keep the per-household cost under $25;

v Target a high turnout election like November 2012;
v Detail specific benefits for water quality and wildlife;
v

Prepare for the ballot measure with a strong program of public
education.

= It does not appear necessary to structure the measure to keep funding in the
county where it is raised, or to structure it as a benefit assessment.

= The specific length of a sunset provision does not appear critical to the
measure’s success.

= The current survey is encouraging, but is a snapshot in time — changing
economic, political, and environmental factors must be carefully monitored.
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